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Ericsson Inc., ("Ericsson") by its attorney, hereby submits its reply comments in

the Notice ofProposed Rule Making in the above-captioned matter. 1 In support of its

reply comments, Ericsson states as follows:

Overview

Initially, Ericsson notes that of all the parties that filed comments in this

proceeding not one party disagreed with the underlying Commission goal of streamlining

the Commission's equipment authorization rules. Thus, it is quite evident that the

Commission's proposal to reduce administrative burdens associated with the equipment

authorization process is one which has overwhelming support among those entities subject

to the equipment authorization process.

Streamlining Equipment Authorization Procedures

Virtually all parties that filed comments in this proceeding believe the FCC should

ensure that any new rules do, in fact, streamline the equipment authorization process.

I In the Matter ofAmendments ofParts 2, 15, 18 and Other Parts ofthe Commission's Rules to Simplify
and Streamline the Equipment Authorization Processfor Radio frequency EqUipment, Notice of Proposed
Rille Making, 62 FR 24383, ET Docket No. 97-94, FCC 97-84, _ FCC Rcd _' (released March 27!) l~
1997) (hereinafter "NPRM"). ~~
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How that is to be accomplished is subject to differences in opinion. For example, in its

own comments Ericsson proposed that the Commission engage in a "zero-based" review

of its equipment authorization rules. This is a two-step process in which the first step is an

evaluation of each rule to determine if it is absolutely necessary to provide information

needed for staff analysis of a device's compliance with technical standards. If it is not

needed, the rule should be eliminated. If a rule is needed, the second step analysis should

be conducted. Here, an evaluation should be undertaken to decide if the information

required to be submitted can be streamlined or reduced to a greater extent than exists in

the current rules. The ultimate purpose of a zero-based review is to ensure that only the

information that is absolutely necessary to be submitted in an application for equipment

authorization is the information which is required. Otherwise, in the name of streamlining,

additional burdens may be imposed on those who tile equipment authorization

applications. This can lead to longer than necessary staff review of applications which can

result in longer, rather than shorter, processing times.

Though no individual party used the specific term "zero-based review," a number

of parties filing comments appear to agree with the concept. For example, the Information

Technology Industry Council ("ITIC") stated that " ... simplification [of the FCC's rules]

should not be done at the expense of increasing the certification process requirements that

remain applicable to personal computing devices.,,2 ITIC also noted that under the new

rules, computer manufacturers would be required to submit significantly more

2 ITIC Comments, p. 4.
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documentation than is currently required 3 Rockwell International Corporation

("Rockwell") noted that" ... proposed subsection 2.1 033(b)(6) would require a 'report of

measurements' that appears largely redundant with the requirements proposed in Section

2. 1033(d)(ix), which cites procedures in proposed section 2.1099.,,4 Motorola, Inc.

("Motorola") wrote that" ... the permissive change rules give rise to a lot of internal

interpretations as manufacturers wrestle with whether it is necessary to file for authority to

make permissive changes or whether an entirely new application must be submitted.

Motorola urges the Commission to revise the permissive change rules. The rules stem

from an era in which equipment was designed and manufactured differently and did not

change as often."s

Ericsson agrees with the comments ofITIC, Motorola6 and Rockwell.

Synthesized, these entities are telling the Commission that the first step in streamlining the

equipment authorization process is for the FCC to evaluate its current equipment

authorization rules. 7 By engaging in that process, the FCC can significantly reduce the

time it takes to process equipment authorization applications.

Electronic Filing

One of the cornerstone proposals in the NPRM is the proposed implementation of

electronic filing of equipment authorization applications. In the comments filed in this

ld.
Rockwell Comments, p. 8.
Motorola Comments, p. 20.

6 Though Ericsson agrees with Motorola that the permissive change rules should be changed in general,
it does not agree with the specific changes Motorola sets forth in its version of Sections 2.932(a) and (b).
7 As set forth in its initial comments, Ericsson proposes that the zero-based review can be a separate
rulemaking proceeding or take the form of a further NPRM in this docket. It also believes organizations
including but not limited to, TIA, can assist the Commission in what would amount to a "re-write" of the
equipment authorization rules.
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proceeding there was virtual unanimous consent that electronic filing, at least as an option,

should be adopted. As noted in its comments, Ericsson fully agrees. However, consistent

with its view and the views of numerous parties filing comments in this proceeding, the

Commission needs to ensure that procedures are in place to reduce, not increase, the

regulatory burden on those parties that choose to use electronic filing. To make electronic

filing as efficient as possible, the Commission should reduce the amount of information

required to only that which is absolutely required. This can be accomplished by, among

other things, a zero-based review of all existing equipment authorization regulations.

Filing Fees

A factor which has a tremendous impact on the time it takes to process equipment

authorization applications is the manner in which filing fees are processed. Ericsson notes

that Motorola and the TIA Technical and Regulatory Reform Task force ("TIA")

identified problems created by the current filing fee process. Motorola and TIA proposed

a number of innovative methods by which the filing fee process could be streamlined.s

Ericsson also identified the filing fee process as problematic in terms of streamlining the

equipment authorization process. Accordingly, Ericsson fully supports the comments of

Motorola and TIA with regard to this issue. Making the filing fee process more

streamlined will certainly reduce some of the delays associated with processing equipment

authorization applications.

g TIA Comments, p. 2. Motorola Comments. pp. 6-8.
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10 Day Grant Period

Motorola and TIA also argue that the Commission's goal should be to process

equipment authorization applications in 10 days. 9 Ericsson supports the goal and, like

Motorola, believes it can be accomplished if the Commission adopts a number of the

proposals in the NPRM. The 10 day goal is one which should be actively pursued since a

reduction in the time it takes to process equipment authorization applications is critical to

the deployment of new and innovative services in the marketplace.

Conclusion

To put new devices into the marketplace so service providers and consumers can

take advantage of the best and newest technologies available, the FCC and industry should

redouble their efforts to reduce the processing time of equipment authorization

applications to the greatest extent possible. Especially where there is little likelihood of

harm to the public, the Commission should aggressively reduce regulatory burdens on

manufacturers of equipment.

Respectfully submitted,

Ericsson Inc.
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David C. Jatlow
Its Attorney

Young & Jatlow
2300 N Street, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20037
(202) 663-9080

August 20, 1997

9 TIA Comments at p. 2. Motorola Comments, pp. 2-5.
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Dallas, TX 75201
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Gary Klein, Esquire
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Association
2500 Wilson Boulevard
Arlington, VA 22201

Mark Mollon, Esquire
Ford Motor Company
911 Parklane Towers East
Dearborn, MI 48126

Donald Zeifang, Esquire
Baker & Hostetler, LLP
1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20036-5304
Counsel for GE Lighting

Jonathan L. Weil, Esquire
Hewlett-Packard Company
3000 Minuteman Road
Andover. MA 01810

Lawrence J. Movshin, Esquire
Wilkinson, Barker, Knauer & Quinn
1735 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006
Counsel for Information Technology Industry
Council

M. Tamber Christian, Esquire
Ginsburg, Feldman & Bress, Chtd.
1250 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20036
Counsel for Metricom, Inc.

Richard Barth
Motorola, Inc.
1350 I Street, N.W., Suite 400
Washington, DC 20005

Linda C. Sadler
Rockwell lntemational Corporation
1745 Jefferson Davis Highway
Arlington. VA 22202

Dan Bart
Telecommunications Industry Association
Technical and Regulatory Reform Task Force
2500 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 300
Arlington VA 22201

Dems Couillard
Fixed Point-to Point Communications Section,
Network Equipment Division. of the
Telecommunications Industry Association
2500 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 300
Arlington VA 22201

Arthur H. Harding, Esquire
Fleischman and Walsh, L.L.P.
1400 Sixteenth Street, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, DC 20036
Counsel for Time Warner Cable

James R. Haynes
Uniden America Corporation
216 John Street
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Lake City. SC 29560


